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CAN THE FARMS OF THE UNITED STATES PAY FOR 
THEMSELVES? 1 

George Stewart, 2 
Logan, Utah. 

Of late years there has been considerable stir concerning the " back- 
to-the-land "' movement. Much might honestly be said in its favor ; 
more has been said than the evidence in the case seems to warrant. 
The city man on the farm has not always been a success. Possibly he 
has failed more times than he has succeeded ; that, however, is aside. 
The " folly " farm of the rich deserves no consideration here. Only 
that farm where the operator has tried to build a home and earn a 
living demands serious attention. 

Men not only from the city, but from the rural districts as well, 
have tried to " break into the farming game." This used to be easy 
so long as good farms could be secured by homesteading or by buying 
up the claim of a pioneer so discontented that he chose to try else- 
where. A man could then come into possession of farming land 
without a great outlay in capital. Now, however, the whole thing is 
changed. It is no longer easy to acquire ownership of good tillable 
land. A would-be farm owner who has no birthright on the land 
must either take land bearing a handicap, (such as stumps, swamps, 
alkali minerals, stones, poor topography, depleted fertility, long dis- 
tance from the railroad, or some other natural barrier to an easy 
conquering of the land) or purchase a developed farmstead. 

1 Contribution from the Department of Field Crops, Utah Experiment Station. 

2 The author is indebted to Doctors F. S. Harris, M. C. Merrill and E. B. 
Brossard, who offered constructive criticism on the manuscript. Special men- 
tion is due to Mr. I. J. Jensen who kindly checked the figures in Tables I, 2 
and 3. 
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This study which deals with the purchase method of acquiring land 
indicates that it is difficult to pay for a farm out of the proceeds of 
that farm. It further indicates that the difficulty is so great as 
materially to destroy the incentive for purchase on the part of a 
legitimate prospective tiller of the soil. The rapid increase in tenancy 
in some of the most prosperous farming sections seems to bear out the 
conclusion that it is more profitable for the small farmer to let some 
one with more ready capital own the land. 

This must not of course be interpreted to mean that agriculture as 
a pursuit is endangered. If there could be but one industry in the 
universe, that one must of necessity be agriculture. So long as peo- 
ples dwell upon the earth, crops and animals will be produced and 
always more and more efficiently. It is doubtful, however, if the 
farmers of the United States are likely ever again to be able to acquire 
the ownership of land on easy terms. As a consequence, one of two 
things — possibly both — is likely to happen. In the first place, the 
poorer farmers may be gradually crowded from the land — at least 
from ownership — leaving only the most fit to occupy the place of 
owner-operator. In the second place, it may happen that non-resident 
capitalists may come into possession of the land. This class of land- 
owners is able to purchase high-priced land even with low rental re- 
turns because of the security of the investment and because of the 
almost certain increase in land values, the unearned increment making 
the investment profitable. 

It is conceivable also that a change in relative prices, due to a read- 
justment in production, marketing, or distribution, may again make 
possible the easy acquirement of land. The present study, however, 
does not aspire to deal with economic problems of such magnitude. 
A brief survey of the present condition is all that is aimed at. 

At the very outset it is well to admit that there are fairly frequent 
"lucky" purchases of the farms which pay for themselves hand- 
somely in a few years. However, when whole districts are consid- 
ered, it is likely that these promising purchases are occasional rather 
than usual. 

Areas Surveyed. 

The' author has studied the problem from several points of view. 
After two years' experience as an instructor in farm management he 
cooperated during the summer of 191 5 with the Office of Farm Man- 
agement of the United States Department of Agriculture in a farm- 
management survey in three of the counties of Utah. The idea that 
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ordinary farms could not pay for themselves suggested itself on sev- 
eral occasions. During the winter of 1915-16 much data were worked 
over and tabulated. In 1916 and 1917 an opportunity was offered to 
study at first hand the conditions in south central New York State. 
This experience and further study at Cornell University served only 
to strengthen the original impression that farms were no longer easy 
to acquire. Accordingly, during the school years of 1917-1918 and 
1918-1919 the scope of study was enlarged and made to include all 
areas of the United States for which published surveys were readily 
available. The data were then worked up into tabular form and later 
rechecked several times. The areas used are from such various 
parts of the country as to represent rather typical regions. This can 
be seen from the fact that there are 26 areas in 21 states scattered 
rather widely over the United States. As can be seen by referring to 
the tables, three of these states are in the North Atlantic, division, 
eight in the north central states, three in the south central group, 
three in the southern states, and four in the western or mountain 
states. 

In three states two areas for each state are reported. In Utah are 
three surveyed areas. In each case either a different type of farming 
is represented or a change in the region. They are as follows : 

Area Type of Fanning 

Georgia 

Brooks County (coastal plains) ..Cotton. 

Sumter County (coastal plains) ..Cotton and livestock— especially hogs. 
Kentucky 

Bluegrass region Tobacco and livestock. 

Southwestern Wheat, tobacco, and general farming. 

Illinois 

Kane County Dairy. 

West' central Grain, livestock, and general farming. 

Utah 

Provo area Small orchards, sugar-beets, and .some 

livestock. 

Six Counties Various : from nearly pure livestock to 

diversified general farming, — sugar- 
beets in some, not in others. 

Salt Lake Valley Diversified general farming — sugar- 
beets, hay, and some trucking. 

The other areas are one in each state. They show the following 
types : 
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Areas Type of Farming 

North Atlantic States 

New York General farming. 

New Jersey Potato growing. 

Pennsylvania Market milk and hay. 

North Central States 

Indiana Grain and livestock. 

Iowa Grain, hay, beef cattle and hogs. 

Michigan General farming. 

Minnesota Grain and livestock. 

Nebraska Hogs, cattle, corn and winter wheat. 

Ohio (hill region) "Mixed" beef cattle, sheep and feed 

crops. 
Wisconsin Dairying. 

South Central States 

Missouri Wheat, corn, cattle and hogs. 

West Virginia Average for state (taken from census). 

Southern States 

South Carolina (coastal plains) ..Cotton with some livestock. 
Texas (heavy soil) Cotton with some corn and hogs. 

Western States 

Arizona Dairying, alfalfa, and beef cattle. 

Montana Small grains and cattle. 

Oregon Small grains. 

The facts reported in some of the publications could not be used 
because of incomplete data. As a whole, however, all that gave com- 
parable data were taken, and in most cases the entire number is rep- 
resented. The averages usedthroughout were weighted by multiply- 
ing the data for each group of farms by the number of farms in that 
group. By this means a true average was more nearly approximated 
than would have been the case otherwise. 

Data Accumulated for Study. 

A summary of the capital, farm income, and labor income when 
interest on the capital is computed at 5, 6, 8, or 10 per cent, is shown 
in Table I. 

Table 2 shows the annual payment necessary to amortize the farm 
in 10, 20, or 30 years with interest on the mortgage at 5, 6, 8, or 10 
per cent. This was computed from the " average capital " column of 
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Table r by using the ordinary formula for computing annual payments 
on amortization purchases : 

Ai 



R = 



1— (1 +,')-' 



where R represents the size of equal annual payments, A the face of 
debt, i the rate of interest, and n the number of annual payments. 

Table 3 shows how much money is left available for family use 
after making the annual payment including interest at 5, 6, 8, or 10 
percent. The farm income represents the total net income of the 
operator, including interest on the investment. All payment must be 
made from this fund except for unpaid family labor which is com- 
puted and subtracted as an expense, but which is allowed for in Table 
5. The annual installment necessary to pay for the farm in each 
period of time and for each rate of interest is subtracted from the 
farm income. It is this difference that appears in Table 3. Minus 
( — ) signs indicate that the necessary payment is larger than the farm 
income by the figure that follows. The absence of signs indicates 
that the farm income is larger than the necessary payment by the 
amount shown, which then is the total cash left to defray all family 
expenses including purchased food, clothing, taxes, education, church 
donations, and amusements. In justice, let it be remembered that in 
addition the family has a home in which to live and whatever else the 
farm contributes directly to family living such as meat, milk, eggs, 
honey, fruit, vegetables, and fuel. This and rent on the house has 
been shown to be equal to about $477 in Nebraska (12) ; and $421 
as an average for the ten states (13) of North Carolina, Georgia, 
Texas, Kansas, Iowa, Wisconsin, Qhio, Pennsylvania, New York, and 
Vermont; $256 in Arizona (7) and $600 in some parts of Utah (6), 
and $150 in other parts (27). None of this is converted into cash, 
however, or it would be included as farm income. It cannot, there- 
fore, be used in any way toward paying for the farm, except as it 
permits more cash to be diverted in that direction. 

An analysis of Table 1 shows the capital invested to vary from 
$3,255 for the "average farm" of West Virginia to $51,091 for the 
grain and livestock area of West Central Illinois. Possibly it may 
not be fair to take the West Virginia figure for comparison on ac- 
count of its being a computation from the U. S. Census instead of 
survey data. If this be left out, then the area of next lowest capital 
is Tompkins County, New York, with $5,527. This, however, is not 
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much lower than the figures for Anderson County, South Carolina, 
and Washington County, Ohio, which are $5,529 and $5,652, respec- 
tively. A few of the areas of high capitalization are West Central 
Illinois with $51,091; Kane County, Illinois, with $37,896; the Blue- 
grass Region, Kentucky, with $37,793; Green County, Wisconsin, 
with $31,036; Gallatin Valley, Montana, with $27,193; Nebraska, 
with $26,646; West Central Iowa, with $23,193; Willamette Valley, 
Oregon, with $22,699 »' and Arizona, with $20,706. 

It is interesting to note that all of the areas with a very low total 
investment lie either in the Appalachian hill country or in the Atlantic 
Coastal Plain, both regions of low-priced land. With the exception 
of the Willamette Valley in Oregon, all the regions carrying a high 
investment lie either in the corn belt or in the irrigated regions. In 
both, land values are usually high and considerable livestock is kept 
in most cases. In the Willamette area, land values seem to be un- 
warrantably high for the type of region. This is shown by the large 
minus labor incomes as soon as the 5 percent interest rate is exceeded. 
The Utah areas are shown to bear comparatively low investments, in 
spite of the fact that the land is in the irrigated section and rather 
high-priced. The low average capitalization is a result of small 
farms, occasioned in the beginning by a village system of settlement 
which improved social, religious, and educational conditions some- 
what at the expense of later economic welfare. Although much 
criticized, the Utah village system persists, indicating that some ad- 
vantages probably offset at least in part the economic disadvantage of 
living in towns. 

Roughly speaking, the large farm incomes are found in connection 
with large investments, being partly at least a function of high capital- 
ization. There are no very noticeable exceptions, though there is an 
apparent one when the Nebraska area is compared with Sumter 
County, Georgia, which has nearly as large a farm income but only 
about three fifths as large a capital. Many of the farm operators of 
Sumter County, however, are large landholders who have consider- 
able incomes from land rented out. The tenants are not included in 
this tabulation on account of the data being so given that only the 
tenants' share of the investment was given, the total farm investment 
being not easily ascertainable. It should also be noted that the farm 
incomes on the Provo area in Utah and Chester County, Pennsylva- 
nia, with total investments of $11,688 and $10,486, respectively, are 
approximately as large as those from West Central Iowa, and from 
the Willamette Valley, Oregon, with double the capital. 
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Interest rates on farm loans vary rather widely from New York to 
Georgia or from Iowa to Arizona. On this account the labor in- 
comes are instructive, especially if each area were studied separately 
in detail. In general, rates are higher in the South and West than in 
the Central and North Atlantic divisions. This tends to offset the 
apparently somewhat higher labor incomes. 

The data in Table 2 are entirely functions of the total investments 
as reported in Table 1 and are not, therefore, indicative unless taken 
in connection with Table 3 which shows the difference between the 
farm incomes and the necessary annual payments to purchase the 
farms on the amortization plan. 

It is in Table 3 that the rear results may be seen. An examination 
shows that in no case except for Tompkins County, New York, is the 
farm income large enough to cover the payment if the farms were to 
be paid for in ten equal annual installments, the mortgages carrying 5 
percent interest. Here the unpaid family labor is included in the " farm 
income." In the New York area only $41 is left for family use and 
this decreases to $6 if the interest rate be raised to 6 percent. In 
addition to supplying all cash necessary for family expense for the 10 
years, enough extra money must be secured each year to make up the 
annual payment. This amount varies annually from $45 in the case 
of Chester County, Pennsylvania, to $3,440 for the West Central 
Illinois area. High deficits would be accrued in several other areas, 
notably $2,318 for the Bluegrass Region; $2,142 for Kane County, 
Illinois; $2,079 I0r Green County, Wisconsin; $1,734 for eastern 
Nebraska; and $1,618 for the Oregon area. 

At 6 percent the deficits are larger, reaching $3,765 for West Cen- 
tral Illinois ; $2,559 : or the Bluegrass area ; $2,383 for Kane County, 
Illinois ; and $2,277 r or Green County, Wisconsin. At 8 percent they 
of course run still higher reaching up to $4,438, $3,056, $2,882, $2,685, 
$2,254, $2,061, and $2,006 for West Central Illinois, the Bluegrass 
Region, Kane County, Green County, eastern Nebraska, Willamette 
Valley, and West Central Iowa, respectively. At 10 percent these 
figures are, of course, correspondingly increased. 

In no area, then, can " average " farms pay for themselves in 10 
years, even with 5 percent mortgages. Four percent interest would 
make it just possible in one or two areas. Perhaps 10 years is too 
short a time ;. therefore, let us consider 20 years. 

Twenty-year mortgages at 5 percent look possible in four or five 
places. Southern Arizona shows $709 left for family use; Chester 
County, $474; Sumter County, Georgia, $446; the Provo area in 
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Utah, $374; and Tompkins County, New York, $314. However, all 
except the New York and Pennsylvania regions must pay at least 8 
percent on the mortgages. This leaves nothing like a decent living 
income for family use. Only the Arizona and Pennsylvania regions 
show as much as $200 left for family use with a 20-year mortgage at 
8 percent. None have as much as $400 left over, whereas nine are 
from $500 to $2,000 behind at 8 percent and six are more than $300 
in arrears at 5 percent. The southern Arizona area is newly settled 
and advances in land values are likely. It is not at all improbable 
that the price of Arizona land was too high within two or three years 
after the survey to leave any money for family use on a 20-year 8-per- 
cent mortgage. 

Twenty years also seems not enough time for a farm to pay for 
itself, unless 4 percent rates could be had. 

If the time be extended to 30 years, 11 of the 26 areas would have 
as much as $300 in cash left after making the necessary annual pay- 
ment. Seven others would have between $100 and $300; two would 
have between nothing and $100. Set against these are five still with 
deficits. At 8 percent only three areas have as much as $300 left 
over, and only one — Arizona — with more than $400. The probability 
of an advance in land value in that region has already been mentioned. 
Here particularly 4 percent rates would cause things to brighten up 
considerably. 

But interest rates vary by regions. A study by states (22) gives the 
average rates for each state as shown in Table 4. The necessary pay- 
ment at the ascertained interest rate and the money left over is also in- 
cluded. It is apparent from the table that only the New York and 
Pennsylvania regions can pay for their farms in 20 years and that 
these do not have enough money left for a very handsome living. In 
30 years eight other areas can just manage the payments with a little 
over to live on. These areas are New Jersey, Michigan, Missouri, 
West Virginia, two Georgia areas, Arizona, and the Provo area in 
Utah. The others either cannot make the payment or else have so 
little money left for family use as to make living very meager. 

A few areas have appreciable deficits for 30-year amortization. 
They are: West Central Illinois, $535; Iowa, $217; Nebraska, $457; 
Wisconsin, $269; Kentucky (Bluegrass), $506; Montana, $722; and 
Oregon, $694. 

Finally, unpaid family labor must be taken into account. In the 
survey data it is usually subtracted as a general farm expense. This 
is not available for all the areas but is for somewhat more than half 
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Table 4. — Average Interest Rate on Mortgage Loans in Various States To- 
gether with Necessary Annual Payment and Money Available for Family 
Use when Farm is Bought on Amortisation Plan in 10, zo or 30 Years. 



Area. 



Average 

Interest 
Rate. 



10 Years. 



Neces- 
sary 
Payment. 



Money 
Left. 



20 Years. 



Neces- 
sary 
Payment. 



Money 
Left. 



30 Years. 



Neces- 
sary 
Payment. 



Money 
Left. 



North A tlantic States: 

New York 

New Jersey 

Pennsylvania 

Northern Central States: 

Illinois (Kane Co.) 

Illinois (West Central) . . 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Nebraska 

Ohio 

Wisconsin , 

South Central States: 

Kentucky (Bluegrass) . . . 

Kentucky (southwestern) 

Missouri 

West Virginia 

Southern Slates: 

Georgia (Brooks Co.) . . . 

Georgia (Sumter Co.) . . . 

South Carolina 

Texas 

Western States: 

Arizona 

Montana 

Oregon 

Utah (Provo) 

Utah (six counties) 

Utah (Salt Lake Valley) . 



5-6 

5-8 
5-8 

6.0 
6.0 
6.2 

S-9 
6.6 
6.8 
7-1 
6.1 
5-8 

7-1 
7-1 
6.8 
6.4 

8.7 
8.7 
8.4 
9.0 

9.4 
10.0 
8.0 
9.0 
9.0 
9-Q 



749 
2,S8o 
1,412 

5,149 
6,941 
2,428 

3.136 
1,652 
2,065 
3,8i4 

772 
4,177 

5,409 
2,437 
1,275 

45i 

1,383 

2,428 

839 

2,497 

3.283 
4,422 

3,383 
1,822 
1,852 
1,917 



18 

- 881 

- 99 

-2.383 
-3.765 
-1,241 
-1,686 

- 584 

- 895 
-2,097 

- 329 
-2,237 

-2,833 
-1,229 

- 453 

- 107 

- 431 

- 716 

- 435 
-1,040 

- 913 
-2,337 
-2,061 

- 510 

- 717 

- 990 



466 

1,644 
900 

3-301 
4,454 
1,555 
2,006 
1,077 
1,362 
2,539 
497 
2,663 

3,600 

I.623 

841 

293 

965 
1,693 

580 

I.7S7 

2,336 
3,i9i 
2,312 
1,281 
1,303 
1.347 



291 

55 
413 

• 535 
•1,278 

- 368 

• 556 

9 

• 192 

- 822 

• 54 

• 723 

-1,024 

■ 415 

■ 19 

5i 

• 13 
19 

- 176 

• 300 

44 
-1,006 

- 990 

3i 

- 168 

- 420 



385 
1,363 

746 

2,753 
3.7U 
1.302 
1.667 

911 
1,158 
2,174 

3i6 
2,208 

3,082 

1,389 

714 

247 

846 
1,502 

5" 
1,569 

2,102 
2,907 
2,016 
1,144 
1,163 
1,204 



372 
336 
557 

13 

-535 

-US 

-217 

157 

12 
-457 

27 
-269 

-506 

-181 

108 

97 

106 

210 

-107 

-112 

268 
-722 
-694 

168 
- 28 
-277 



of them. When this is added to the farm income, a somewhat larger 
figure is secured, which for convenience I have called the family- 
farm income. 

Tables 4 and 5 show that except in two or three cases this has had 
comparatively little effect on the money available after amortization, 
because as a whole unpaid family labor is not a large item. 

In addition, is must be borne in mind that mortgages must be re- 
newed at intervals of a few years. This involves inconvenience and 
also extra expense of various sorts which further decrease the already 
slender remnants of the family-farm income. 

In this connection it is only just to state that in several regions a 
few of the best farms are reported in a separate group. These would 
pay for themselves easily in 20 years— some of them in 10 years. But 
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Table 5. — The Farm Income with Unpaid Family Labor Added to Get 

Family-Farm Income. The Money Available After 20-year and 

30-year Amortisation at Existing Interest Rate is Also Shown. 



Farm 
Income. 



Unpaid Family 
Labor. 



Family 
Farm In- 
come. 



Money Available for 

Family Use when Farm 

is Bought in 



20 Years. 



3° 



Years. 



New York 

Illinois (west Central) 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Minnesota 

Ohio 

Kentucky (Southwestern) 

West Virginia 

Georgia (Brooks Co.) 
Georgia (Sumter Co.) 

Texas • 

Montana 

Utah (Provo) 

Utah (Salt Lake Valley) . . 



757 

3.176 
1,187 

1,45° 
1,170 

443 
1,208 

344 

952 
1,712 
1.457 
2,185 
1,312 

927 



included 

in farm 

income 

127 

86 

101 

170 

87 

81 

included 

in farm 

income 

101 

45 
203 
112 

154 
149 



757 

3.303 
1,263 

1. 551 

1.340 

530 

1,289 

344 

1.053 
1.757 
1,660 
2,297 
1,466 
1,076 



291 

•1,151 

- 282 

■ 455 

22 

33 

- 334 

51 

88 
64 

■ 97 

- 894 
185 

- 271 



372 

-408 
- 29 
-116 
182 
114 
-loo 

97 

207 

255 

91 

-610 
322 

-128 



these best farms are not for sale: they do not get on the market. 
Ordinary purchasers have to be content with poorer bargains, espe- 
cially where they need considerable credit. 

Finally, these calculations assume that a purchasing operator can 
run the farm as successfully as the present occupant who is already 
well acquainted with his specific problems. This of course is ques- 
tionable for the " average " man at least during the first four or five 
crucial years. To buy a farm successfully, then, a man must be well- 
trained and efficient. The farm can no longer be a dumping ground. 
Only the fit can survive. 

Is it possible that the farm lands of the United States except in 
regions of earlier settlement are over-capitalized? After a region is 
definitely settled, do the prices of farm lands tend to return to values 
justified by production, whereas in newer regions, speculative possi- 
bilities tend to keep land prices somewhat above what is justified by 
purely agricultural returns? 

Some persons maintain that the survey method is fraught with 
possibility of error. Perhaps the most frequently urged objection is 
that it is based on farmers' estimates. The Office of Farm Manage- 
ment in the United States Department of Agriculture has investigated 
this matter. Spillman (20) concluded that in view of the large 
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number of farms from which data can be drawn and when trained 
enumerators are employed the results are rather accurate. He fur- 
ther feels that the degree of accuracy attainable is greater than that 
possible in field experiments by the plot method. In one place he 
says : 2 

The opinion prevails quite widely, even among farmers themselves, that the 
average farmer knows very little of the details of his business. The results 
given in the foregoing pages indicate that this opinion is not consistent with 
facts. During the past decade the Office of Farm Management has analyzed 
the business of nearly 20,000 farms. The experience gained in this work indi- 
cates that the average farmer does know the details of his business with a fair 
degree of accuracy, the discrepancy in his knowledge being relatively small in 
the case of the larger and more important items, but increasing as the impor- 
tance of the items decreases. 

Again he says : 3 

Even if the probable error of the individual estimates is as much as 25 
percent, the probable error of the average of 100 such estimates is only 2}4 
percent. Hence, even if the farmer's knowledge of the details of his business 
were even less definite than experience has shown it to be it would still be 
possible to get fairly reliable results by securing large numbers of estimates 
and using only averages of them. This principle is taken advantage of in the 
study of farm practice, and there is reason to believe that, within the proper 
limits of use of the results obtained, studies of this kind are entitled to at least 
as much consideration from the standpoint of accuracy as are those involving 
experimental work conducted under the most favorable field conditions. In- 
deed it is believed that when carefully conducted by those properly trained 
both in the collection of data and in the interpretation of these data, the result's 
of such studies approach in accuracy those obtained in laboratory investigations. 

... A little consideration will show that in a highly variable quantity, such 
as the yield of a given plot treated in a given way, six duplicate plots is far 
too small a number to insure with any degree of certainty that the action of 
the law of averages will eliminate the departures from the true average. In 
general, the average of six such yields, no matter how accurately each yield is 
measured, is far less reliable than would be the average of 60 estimates of 
farmers based on years of experience with a given field. Sixty such estimates 
give a chance for the law of averages to eliminate a large proportion of the 
errors in the individual estimates, and these errors are in general no larger 
than those in plot yields, no matter how accurately these yields are measured. 

. . . Our studies lead to the conclusion that errors in the farmer's knowl- 
edge of the details of his business and of the work. he does are in every way 
comparable to the departures from the true mean- in- field plot experimental 
work and that they distribute themselves about the true values in approxi 
mately the same manner. The fact that the survey method of investigation 
gives data sufficient to permit the law of averages to eliminate plus errors by 
the occurrence of similar minus errors while plot experiments ordinarily do 

2 U. S. Dept. Ag'r. Bui. 529, p. 7. 
3 Loc. cit., pp. 10, 11. 
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not do this appears to justify that statement that the survey method is a more 
reliable means of arriving at those facts to which it is applicable than the field 
plot experimental method. It appears, in fact, to occupy a place intermediate 
between .plot experiments on the one hand, where variations in other factors 
than that under observation occur and are not adequately eliminated, and labo- 
ratory studies on the other hand, in which variations in other factors are 
largely prevented. These variations due to factors other than that studied do 
occur in using the survey method, but the amount of data obtained by this 
method is sufficient to permit the elimination of such variations by the opera- 
tion of the law of averages. 

Warren (24) also favors the method. He says* in part : 

But when we deal with living things or with farming as a. business, however 
accurate our measurements, we must have many of them in order to obtain 
reliable results even if the individual results are absolutely correct. If we 
want to know how much an average cow weighs, we can never find out by the 
most accurate weighing of a single cow. She may not be an average cow. 
The weight of a thousand cows, each weighed to the nearest 100 pounds, would 
be infinitely more reliable than the weight of a single cow that was accurate 
to the nearest milligram. 

If we kept the most accurate cost accounts on fifty farms, the results would 
be much less reliable than survey figures from one thousand farms. The 
danger of error from not having typical farms is greater than the errors in 
individual records when careful survey work is done. 

In a survey in New Hampshire 135 farmers were asked to estimate the 
amount that they received from the sale of milk during the past year. These 
figures were compared with the actual payments made by the creameries. The 
total of the estimates was almost exactly correct, the error being only .00^ of 
I percent. The amount of milk sold was estimated by 79 farmers. The error 
of the total was less than 1 percent. 

Finally it should be borne in mind that, in working up the tables, 
wherever averages were used they were so weighted as to show true 
averages, thus reducing the error from that source. 

Conclusions. 

In view of the data presented it seems that " average " farms are 
not earning large enough total incomes to buy the farms in 20 years 
at normal interest rates. The farms of a few regions can do so in 
30 years with small cash balances left for family expense. Living 
would even then have to be frugal to say nothing of amusements 
and social life. Education of the boys and girls in another town — 
even one at a time — is almost out of the question. In the great agri- 
cultural states of the mid-continental region not a single area as a 
whole can pay for its farms and have enough money for necessities to 
* Cornell Bui. 344, p. 425. 
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say nothing of education, pleasure, or charity. Other areas, except 
in the North Atlantic region, are but little better off. The farms seem 
over capitalized. The dice are loaded against the untrained man with 
small capital and moderate ability, who wishes to become a farm 
owner. Is it surprising that tenancy continues to increase ? 

It seems fair, therefore, to conclude that only they who are well- 
fitted by training or experience, and who in addition possess some- 
what more business ability, than the " average " farm operator should 
expect to earn a living on the farm and at the same time save enough 
to buy the farm. 
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NEWS NOTES. 

Mr. Asher Hobson, formerly assistant chief in the Office of Farm 
Management and Farm Economics, U. S. Department of Agriculture, 
has accepted a position as associate professor of marketing in Colum- 
bia University, New York. Mr. Hobson will assume his new duties 
during the month of September.. 

Mr. G. W. Forster, formerly assistant professor of agricultural 
economics in the University of Kentucky at Lexington, has been ap- 
pointed assistant chief in the Office of Farm Management and Farm 
Economics, Washington, D. C. 

Mr. R. V. Wright has been appointed farm management demon- 
strator in California to succeed Mr. A. N. Nathan, who has resigned 
to go into commercial work. Mr. Wright is a graduate of the Ore- 
gon Agricultural College and since graduation has spent three years 
as manager of the Oregon State Boys' Farm and two years as a 
Smith-Hughes agricultural teacher in the Hood River section. 

Miss Cora Feldcamp, formerly Librarian in • the Office of Farm 
Management and Farm Economics, has assumed similar duties at the 
Agricultural College, East Lansing, Michigan. 



